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REMARKS 

Claims 1-34 were pending at the time of the Office Action. Claims 35-51 are new 
claims. Claims 13 and 29 are amended in this response. No new matter is added. Claims 1-51 
are pending at this time. Claims 1, 17, and 35 are independent claims. Re-consideration and 
allowance of the above-referenced application are respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-34 stand rejected under 35 USC 101 as allegedly being directed to non-statutory 
subject matter. Claims 17-32 and 34 stand rejected under 35 USC 1 12, first paragraph, as 
allegedly failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The rejections are respectfully 
traversed. 

Claim 1 recites, " receiving user input specifying a warping tool, the warping tool having 
a tool perimeter having a shape and a size, the warping tool having one or more associated tool 
vectors, each of the tool vectors originating at a mesh point defined by a tool mesh associated 
with the warping tool, the user input specifying one or more of the shape of the tool perimeter, 
the tool mesh, and the associated tool vectors, wherein the tool perimeter defines a region of 
influence for the warping tool; receiving user input moving the warping tool within an image; 
applying the warping tool in response to user input, to the image; and modifying one or more 
distortion vectors for the image in response to the application of the warping tool, the one or 
more distortion vectors being within the region of influence when the warping tool is applied, the 
one or more distortion vectors being modified based at least in part on the one or more tool 
vectors." (Emphasis added). 

The Office Action contends that a computer-implemented method described as a 
computer program is not a process. See, e.g., Office Action, page 3, paragraph 1 . This 
contention cannot be supported. It is respectfully submitted that a method is a process . Further, 
it is respectfully submitted that a "computer-implemented method" is well recognized by the 
patent office as a process, and not as non-statutory functional descriptive material. 

Further, the Office Action contends that claim 1 allegedly fails the "useful, concrete, and 
tangible result" test. This contention cannot be supported. Claim 1 relates to receiving user 
input specifying a warping tool, receiving user input moving the warping tool, applying the 
warping tool, and modifying one or more distortion vectors for the image in response to the 
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application of the warping tool. Image warping is a useful application that is prevalent in the 
image processing industry. Applying the warping tool and modifying one or more distortion 
vectors in response to receiving user input specifying and moving the warping tool produces 
output. For example, when the user drags a warping tool within an image defining an envelope, 
a warping effect is created. Such output is both concrete and tangible. Thus, it is respectfully 
submitted that the features recited in claim 1 satisfy the "useful, concrete, and tangible result" 
requirement of 35 USC 101, and are, therefore, patentable. Thus, the rejections of claims 1-34 
under 35 USC 101 should be withdrawn. Accordingly, claim 1 should be allowable. Claims 2- 
16 and 33 should also be allowable at least for similar reasons and for the additional recitations 
that they contain. 

Claim 17 recites, " receive user input specifying a warping tool the warping tool having a 
tool perimeter having a shape and a size, the warping tool having one or more associated tool 
vectors, each of the tool vectors originating at a mesh point defined by a tool mesh associated 
with the warping tool, the user input specifying one or more of the shape of the tool perimeter, 
the tool mesh, and the associated tool vectors, wherein the tool perimeter defines a region of 
influence for the warping tool; receive user input moving the warping tool within an image; 
apply the warping tool, in response to user input, to the image; and modify one or more 
distortion vectors for the image in response to the application of the warping tool, the one or 
more distortion vectors being within the region of influence when the warping tool is applied, the 
one or more distortion vectors being modified based at least in part on the one or more tool 
vectors." (Emphasis added). 

Claim 17 should be allowable at least for reasons similar to claim 1. Also, the preamble 
of claim 17 recites "A computer program product tangibly embodied in a computer readable 
medium, the computer program product comprising instructions operable to cause data 
processing equipment to." Thus, the computer program product is tangibly embodied in a 
computer readable medium. Further, the recitations of claim 17 define structural and functional 
interrelationships between data structure and other claimed aspects, thereby permitting the data 
structure's functionality to be realized. Therefore, the features of claimed 17 are not descriptive 
material per se. See, e.g., MPEP, 2106.01.1. Claim 17 should be allowable for these additional 
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reasons. Claims 18-32 and 34 should also be allowable at least for similar reasons and for the 
additional recitations that they contain. 

Further, the Office Action states, "It is not clear how a product can be tangibly embodied 
in a computer-readable medium." See, Office Action, page 3, paragraph 5. This statement 
cannot be supported. It is respectfully submitted that the Specification enables one skilled in the 
art to make and use the claimed subject matter and that, based on the Specification (see, e.g., 
Specification, page 13, line 27 - page 14, line 9), one skilled in the art can understand how a 
computer program product can be tangibly embodied in a computer-readable medium. For 
example, it is quite common for software products to be sold on compact discs, which are 
computer program products tangibly embodied in a computer-readable medium. Therefore, the 
rejections of claims 17-32 and 34, under 35 USC 1 12, first paragraph, should be withdrawn. 

Examiner Yang is thanked for a courtesy of a telephone interview conducted on July 19, 
2007, with Applicant's representative, Mr. Sushil Shrinivasan. In the interview, the Applicant's 
representative discussed the rejections under 35 USC 101 and 35 USC 112 and presented 
reasons, similar to the reasons discussed above. Examiner Yang agreed to consider the 
Applicant's representative's reasons. 

Claim 35 recites, "a processor; a display device operatively coupled to the processor; and 
a computer-readable medium, tangibly storing a computer program product, the computer 
program product comprising instructions to cause the processor to: receive user input specifying 
a warping tool, the warping tool having a tool perimeter having a shape and a size, the warping 
tool having one or more associated tool vectors, each of the tool vectors originating at a mesh 
point defined by a tool mesh associated with the warping tool, the user input specifying one or 
more of the shape of the tool perimeter, the tool mesh, and the associated tool vectors, wherein 
the tool perimeter defines a region of influence for the warping tool; receive user input moving 
the warping tool within an image; apply the warping took in response to user input, to the image; 
and modify one or more distortion vectors for the image in response to the application of the 
warping tool, the one or more distortion vectors being within the region of influence when the 
warping tool is applied, the one or more distortion vectors being modified based at least in part 
on the one or more tool vectors." (Emphasis added). 
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Claim 35 should be allowable at least for reasons similar to claim 17. Claims 36-51 
should also be allowable at least for similar reasons and for the additional recitations that they 
contain. 



In view of the amendments and remarks herein, the Applicant believes that claims 1-51 
are in condition for allowance and ask that these pending claims be allowed. The foregoing 
comments made with respect to the positions taken by the Examiner are not to be construed as 
acquiescence with other positions of the Examiner that have not been explicitly contested. 
Accordingly, the arguments for patentability of a claim should not be construed as implying that 
there are not other valid reasons for patentability of that claims or other claims. 

Please apply any charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050. 
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